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Abstract

-
4 *

This SUfQ;}_interviéw study investigated relationships of"

«

child-rearing strategies of 1102 ‘urban mothers of eight different

class-culfure-sex (of child) groups to'grade school acbie%ement :

\

test scores of their children. Child-rearing data were reduced to

a singié categorical typology of strategies. A general hypothesis

that different strategies relate to high achievement in different

>

’ settings was supported, and Specific hypotheses that urban black

¥

’ mothers of high-achievers use warm and réstrict&ve strategies and
s white middle-class mothers of same use warm and non-restrictive

strategies rgceived partial ‘support demonstratihg/fng‘contektual
g . support,

s ;

factors influence the relationéhip of child-rearing to aé%ievementi
. < : : s -,
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k .. . B
Maternal Child-Rearing Patterns and Children s

\ Scholastic Achievement in Different Groupings

c : ' .

- ‘

different materhal child—rearing patterns-are associated with high scholas-
tic achievement in fifth and sixth-grade children in different class—

culture-sex groupings, in an attempt to suggest possible explanations for

«some of the many contradictory findings in the achievement socialization :

literature: - : N
.\ ~ . 13

-, . v N a

For examp'le, numerous studies have found that Yiaternal "warmth"

»

tends .to be positively related to achievement tendencies in children ™

N . . . . -
(Baldwin Kalhorn, and Breese, 1945; Bayley and Schaefer, 1964; Busse,

-

l967,,Conklin, 1940; Honzik 1967; Jones, 1955; Kimball, 1953; Milner,

S l9§l° Morrow and Wilson l96l° Rosen-+ and D Andrade, 11959 Watson, 1957).

'Other studies, however have found maternal "warmth" to be negatively . .

related to achievement in ‘children (Barwick and Arbuckle, 1962 Crandall

-

Dewey, Katkovsky and Preston, 1964; Drews and_Teahan, l9§7; Haggard, T

1957; Stewart, 1950). Similarly, with-respeté to child-rearing variables .
. - : R ‘ iy . ’ .
"

that could be included in’the general category !'permissiweness, many .

contradictory- findipgs have been reﬁorted Reviews oﬁ-many sucﬂ‘findings
can be found in Crandall (1963), Flavell (1969 Heckhausen (1967), Hess

(1969), Logan (1972), and Zigler and Child (l96é) © 2» :

X »
L‘

,Most studies used variableSathat could be classified in either of T

v

two major,child-rearing dimensions, namely "Warmth,versus“hostility" and’

\ .

. Richard D. Logan
Institute for Juvenile Researzh:\phicagg -t ~
v !' ‘
The putrpose of this 'survey research study was to determine whether ¢
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"permissiveness wversus -Restrictiveness! (Becker et al.,.1962). Other factor- .

4

analytic studies have found highly similar but.differently:labeléd dimensions

L4

/

e . . -~ . y .
- (e.g., "Love" for "Warmth," "Strictness" for "Restrictiveness,'] etc.; .Schaefer, -

4

1959; Slater, 1962). : e , — s

.
-
v\,
a
-~

~ Apart from differences .among studdes in .the .operational definition
&

. - °

, . .. ‘ o *
and measurement of child-rearing and achievement variables, two possibie
) . = S . .
, sources of contradictions in findings interested this researcher. First,

as Caldwell (1964) maintains, many studies~fail to recognize that whether
a given variable relates t8' children s achievemenf may depend upon how
7 \

+ mothers behave in othe%\areas of socia%ization that- also bear on achieve- *

' @

2
ment. Heilbrun, Harrell and Gillard (1967), for instance, found a.

an

positive'relationship betweenJmaternal "affection and children's achievex

e
ment, but only when maternal control over children s activities was also

high. There was, in other words, a pair—wise interaction between, "affection"

and "control." .o - '.¢\ . -

. : : -

Various kinds of standard multivariate analysges “(e. g., multivariate
L 3
anova) could he used to control for the influence of child—rearing variables

]

-

on each other.in relation to a dependént variable\. A‘ﬁifferent and less -

s - ’

‘ compIex approach, however, would be simply to deal with whale @hild—rearing

v

patterné by reducing the constellation of child-rearing variables -to a S

- . ' ¢ . ¢

single categorical variable, each category compdsed of a  different pattern

of high and low‘levels dn- dichotomous child—rearing tariables (e:g., .

© ) S ," .
- RS

#1: LLLLL, #2: LLLLH, etc.) The. leve¥s of achievemént ssociated with -
. . - A

-

- e ‘\) . ’ .
t these.different child-gearing pattern-types in differe ,oggings ¢ould

LY

then be determined. Such a strategy would amount to controlling £6r the

.

74 N - \ N \.

te




JLogan ' . »

<
-

* " . ¢ . > .
effects of all possible higher~order as well as palr-wise interactions
- . - \. N . . +
among a set of child-rearing variables, although the magnitade of the

* various’ interactions could ‘hot be measured. - %

-
4

The second possible source Qf_cegtraQictoiy research findings conj

.

cerns the effects of different ‘contexts on the relétidnship‘betqeen maternal

child-rearing variables and achievenent. -Céntextuai\vériables of interest

cares

rearing varlables associated with high achievement tendencies ar7\different .
for boys than fortgirls (Grandall, 1963; Crandall, Dewey, Katkovsky and
.- P . .

Preston, 1964; Gill and Spilka, 1962; Rosen and D'

l.

Sex of child:

/

\
\

Y

¢

K

s

Several,studies have found phet matefnal child-

¢

'

.

%

drade, 1959).

~

5. Social Class: It is difficult to fidd hard.evidence in the

-I

. variablés fo ach
~ L)

-

~

vement .

-

¥

It ‘'seems reasonable ,to expect, however®, thadt

¥

child-rearing practices that work in a middle-class setting might not always

be successful in a lower-class énviroannt.l

7

-

4

ment motivation ‘in fiddle-class boys.

N

N .

-
~

~

8»

.

v

But a child encouraged to be inde-

AN

Y

Winterbottom (1958), for example,_

. found ""early independence *training" to be positivelf related to high-Tehieye—

. ’ -, < °
pendent at an eaniy age in’'the urban working-class might be subjected. to

. * ' . . » R - ,

expe}ienées and to peer group influences phat'wduld militate against achileving

highly in the .more "middle—class environment of school (Labav-and'Robins,~ ‘

19697 -The -average middle—class child, living in a presumaﬁiy ‘more benign

environment, might not be subjected to the same kinds of anti-achievement :

+ -

”

influences iﬁ "permissive parénts encouraged or _allowed him to becdﬁé'inder -
[ g‘ . . *

pendent'at an early age. ConVersely, a highly—controlling mouher in a N -
- N - - £l N . . . -
lower-class, urban setting might be able to insulate ner ‘child frqm experi- ¢ Y.

e ! "

ences detrimentaf to high achtevement in school;"

Y .

L3 . o . -
¥ - - - P « - ¥ ©
. .
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43, Culture. Cultural factors may also influence the- relationship /

.

between child-rearing patterns and children s achievementr Consider two .

< a ~

broad ‘types of“cultural traditions, both of which seem to have produceg

high-achieving childreﬂ\within the constraints of American societ&. The

first might be termed the "Protestant Ethic" tradition,.characterized in
. ‘ *

child-rearing by an emphasis ?n'early independence training and learning
) . "\ R ‘

firom exper!.hce (ﬁcClelland et al., 1953)! The second type might be terfied.

the "Urban Minority"ltradl(ion. Urban minorities that have been notable over

_the years for producing children who tended to6 “be high scholastic achlevers

E

2 .
namely Jews, Chinese, and Japanese, all share a history of’ lower-class urban .

life and apparently similar child-rearing patterns, invo&ving protectiveness

- ’

toward and control oi children, keeping them close within the family circle )

rather than emphasizing early independence, and using shame and/or guilt<

~

induction as” a means of encouraging a child*to become a high—achiever-

-(Blau, 1966; Caudill and DeVos, 1956)" Thes? groups suggest the hypothesis

‘that this particular style of child-r%aring is wellradapted‘ raisipg urban

lowerrclags children who do well in our schools.
a - }‘ .

This study thus examined the ‘gefhegal pr0position that different

maternal child—rearing Rattern-types are assoclated with high scholastic

)
achievement ig\children of four‘different class—culture groupings (black

middle-class, black working=glass, ite middle-class, and white working-
. B , ' . ‘§ ' L\ .
class), the groupings being further sub-divided by sex in order to account,-s

for the effect -of sex of child on the relationship®of child—rearfag to

achievegent $n the different groupingST——::jf

o . . . ) '
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+ More specific pronosiEions were advanced for the black working-class
and thevwhite middle-class: . ) P
It;was hypothesized that an "Urban Minority" child-rearing strategy
consisting of some form of ﬁarmch and restrictiveness would he assoclated
with high-achieving_dhildren in the urban minority(group setting represented
IS

" by the black working-class. . v

In the white middle-class, it was hypothesized that child-rearing

é}xtern-types reflecting warmth and non-restrictiveness (permissiveness)

&

would show a positive relationship to children's school achievement.

.

No predictions were made concerning the white working-class or the '
A/' :

black middle—class,’nor concerning any specific effects of sex of child on

. i
the relagionship of child-rearing patterns to achievemen;\in\the various
~groupings.. : .

. Method

* A four-cell design called for 300 middle-class black, 300 middle—
» ‘ )
class white, 200 Working-class black and 200 working-class white mother-

‘o ,
-«child pairs.2 ﬁy means of census tract informatioﬁ’on the soclo-econdmic .
“and racial composition of neighborhoods, a'series of elementary schools

was selected in ChTcago and Evanston, Illinois, apd Gary, Indiana.*'Special

efforts were made in sampling to find sthooIs having middle—class blacks

] (N

* and schools having working-class whites. Records of whole classrodms of

fifth and some sixth grade children in these schools were microfilmed.

kS .
Achiewement test scores were taker from these records, and mothers of these

, same children were contacted for interviewing.

-

—
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N

When intervféwing”had been ‘completed,. the sample consisted of the
distribution of mother-chiié pairs by.class, culture, and sex shown in

Table 1. ' .

~

-t

Insert Table 1 about here

———

Q [

The black working-class and the white middle-class both proved to

be over-represented, indicating that even the special sémpling efforts

1

were not sufficient to provide Qesired numbers of black middle-class and

" white working-class subjects, The slight over—représentation of girls

* S -
apparently’reflects somewhat hfgher school. attendance.
. ¢ LN '
"Middle-class" subjects were all of those whose fathers (or mothers.

. 4
if fathers not in the tiome and mothers were employed) had occupagions in

i

any of the four follow{ng classifications of the U. S. Census: 1. . Profes-

glgpal, 2. Managerial, Admfhistrative, 3. Clerical, 4. Sales.

"Wor%ing-class“ subjects were those whose fathers (or mothers, as

above) had occupations falling in one of the five following census classi-

» *

fications: 5. Skilled workers, 6, Semi-skilled workers, 7. Private house-

hold and service workers, 8. Farm laborers and foremen, 9. Unskdilled
. \

laborers. . ) ' . "

Information on cKild-rearing, as well as on parental occupations for

v

determining'ininidual social class levels, was obtained by means of a survey

interview administered by professional interviewerg-from the National Opinion

Research’ Center in Chicago. Interviewers were matched by race with inter-

g

viewees, Some 1350 mothers were contacted,”and of these, 1102 interviews

- >
(81 percent) were completed and coded. . The interview took dbout one and

one-half hourg to administer, and contained, in addition to manxﬁquestions

-

not of interest here, some 50 questions pertéining to maternal child-rearing

£y

ffom which the maternal child-rearing variables were constructed.
C . .

9

—
- . . ,




"hew variables.
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.o . ) \ . . . ‘
Thé original ‘50 idterview questioné\werg‘first redliced by means of a

principal components analysis and Guttman and Likert scaling to 20 child-

rearing variables. Some single interview'questionslrgmgined among these 20"

-"-—-“)/ * -
An extensive analysis of the relationshfp of these 20-vari-
. o . . ‘ ‘ :
ables to thildren's scholastic achievement was then carried out. Lack of ~
. e~ :
space prevents discussing this phase. of the analysis hege.

-

. '
L4 ‘ \

Since to cpnstruct a series of child-rearing pattern-types comprising

all possible high-low combinations of 20 variables would have produced an

astronomical (220) number of patterm-types, a further principal components
Coa
analysis was performed that yielded five reasonaHly coherent and discrete

components from which f4ve summary child—rearing variables were created.

) #~
The results of this principal components'analysis are presented in Table II.

Boxes enclosing the highest loadings indicate those variables used in

constructing, by weighting each variable by its loading and ,summing, the

7

five summary variables. Loadings in italics are significant-at p €.05 or

’

better. I

~

. - Insert Table II about here

-~ \

The five final variables are describell below i‘f:;rms of those of the
v &
pre-existing twenty variables comppising each. These are brokcs down in

turn into originai interview itens, except where one of thé original inter-

. , ) \ ' (/
view items had survived as one of the twenty variables.
. N .

I. ?unitivenesF, composed of the weightéd sum of: _ ? 1 ’

A. Early Sp;nking, a single interview item: "When (child) was 3 or

4 and didn't mind yeu, how ®ften did.yoy spank him7...very often (4),

fairly often (3), once in a wgile (2), hardly ever/never (1)."
L




4

v
AN

 much, no control at all." |

P
| Logan L - C -

" ) - . ) 9.
AN '

(ReSponses on most other interview questions were similarly precoded on

A—point scales and are not descr*bed unless significantly different.)

14

A B. Late Spanking, a single\Qnterview item: ‘'"How often ‘do you [now] use

the method of spanking or whippinga

) e ’
C. Severity of Toilet—tréinigg. a Likert scale combining théze interview

items: "When you were toilet—training\(child) how often did you... (1) Spank

-~
him?, (2) Bawl him out?, , (3) Shame him7" . o '

-

&

II. Monitoring, composed of:

Ty

v
do you [now] keep over whom (child) plays with?...a great deal, a fair amount, not

¢ ~

.

)
~

B. Empathys a G?tfman-scaled variable (géalability 0.81, reproducibility

0.67) combining the following four interview items: . ) Y

1. "ﬁoy close would you say &ou and your child are these days?....very

+

N 2
close, fairly close, not very close, not close at all."
. -~ ¢

-

2. "How easily can you tell when child is upset? (very easily, etc.)."
Y ;

A Y -
. 3. "How well do you feel you understand your child's feelings and thoughts?
H
(very well, ete.)." -
BN ® o :
4. '"How hard do you find it to talk to your child? (very hard, etc. )

. C. ‘Knowledge of Pger Interactions, a single interview item: Do you

usually know who (child) has been playﬁné with?...alwayé, usually, sometimes,

- . ~

hardly ever/never." : . : o -

S ' ) .
. .

£ -

III. Non-Physical Disciplinme, compghied of:

.

. 3 N -
A. Disagreement Re: Maturity, a single interview item: "How often do you
ad

*

aﬁdc(chila) have disagreements because he wants to do something that you think

he is too young to doé" > . VO
\i\\
11

-
D

-

~ A. Control of Peer Interactions, a single interview item: '"How much control .

-
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B., Deprivation of Privileges, a single interview item: , "How often o_you . .,

use the [discipline]‘method of depriving (child) of something he wants, like TV, N

. v ) . .
movies, candy?" - , r :
-~ - N . - * !

. ' - C. CriticiSm, a single interview item: "How often do you-criticize (childf"

1
2

when he is not doing something as well as you think e should7" s

? . . . '

Iv. Pogsitive Interaction, composed of: ) ' o r , R

A. Qggnitive Stimulation, a Likert- -type summation of three 1nterview items:

-

"[When child was young] how often did you . . . (1 ) Read to (child) or tell him
' ‘e
cstories, (2.) Tell names of things you fed him or names of‘things 4£8und the . .

house, (3.) Stop to answer (child s) questions?" . . :

- - r

-

B. Warmth a Guttman Scale (scalability 0 6%, reproducibility 0. 91) con

-
-

bining the following ‘interview items: - \ R

x 1. "[When child was a baby] how often did you spend extra timé playing or

talking with (child) after feeding, bathing or changing him7" .
. ) . .
2. "When (¢hild) was about 3ror-4 and lost his temper, what would you do?

1= spank,‘2 = sgold, 3 = send to0 room, 4 = {gndre, 5 = talk to him."
\ ~ . . ' - . o T
‘ 3. "Some mothers think that 1f you give a baby a lot of time and attention,

it will probably SpOil the baby. iDo you agree or disagree7 (1 = too much attention -

definitely spoils child, 2 = attention doesn't spoil but i;ﬁ‘;,best, 3‘= unsure ~
whether spoils, unsure whether best, 4 = attention ‘'does not spoil, and might bev *
. best, 5 = a great deal of attention definitely best for child.)" . ~ q '

~ ¢

C. Taking Child Visiting, a sisvgle interview item: "[When child was 3 ér 4]

—

how often did you take (child) visiting, shopping, or on errands with you?"

s
-— ’

V. Verbal Restrictiveness, composed of‘ . : "

A. Restrictions on ﬁhysical Mobility, a single interview item. '"[When child

’

was 3.or K{'how strict were your rules about how far (child) coJld»go from the "

house when he/she played outside7 . . . very strict, fairly strict, not very strict,
A » e

. .. , , .
no rules at all."™ . . It - 4




&
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i « .
)' B. '"'Verbal" Discipline, a Guttman Scale (scalability 0.77, reproducibility

0.97) composed of Eﬁfee'interview {tems: "When (chiid5 [néw] does something wrong,
how often do you . . . (1.) Explain to (éhilq) yhy,§o? disapprove?, (2.) Tell
(child) how disappointed on‘are?, (3.) Sen& (child) to his ;Zom?"

Rotation to two principél components réyealed that the ?Eems that 1oéded on

the Positive Interaction, Punitiveness, and Non-Physical Discipline components

-

would tend to fit a "Warmth versus Hostility" dimension, and the items that loaded

-
P

‘on the Monitdring and Verbal Restritgiveness components would tend\$o fit a

. LI

"Permissiveness versus Restrictiveness" dimension. This is not surprising, as many
1) .

of the original interview items were adaﬁted from questions used by earlier inves-

tigators. Howédér, only. a simplist;p four-category typology (Warm and Permissive,
. . . . ’
gpstilé aqd Permissive, Warm and Restrictive, and Hostile and Restrictive)‘could_be

- k]

generated from twe dichotomized components, so thé five variables were kept, allow-
. -J .
\ v . . PO
ing Qichssion of various types of "Warm and Permissive," etc., styles. 1In the
. {
construction of the patterﬁ-types, each of the five variables was dichotomized at

-
3
-

Scholastic achievement was measuféd by scores on standard school achievement

¢

_tests taken from schdol records; ' Since the jthree schobl systems .used differehq

achievement tests, except for one supplement%ry_test'copmon to some children in all

kY ~

-

cities, theoretically comparable stgndardized scores were consfruqted using the

. . r )

national norm mean de standérd deviation for each :test.3 These scores were thén /

. A . “~

. converted to stanines, sgandardiscores with a mean of,S and standard deviation of

[ -
~

2. To check on the comparability of these .scores, the tests were compared using i///
. N »y . .

2
~ Rk .

the suﬁplementary'test as ah "anchor." A survey was @lso made of published studies’
. RS /

that have compared the tééts_in question. Both of_these procedures found/high_

p

comparability among the tesﬁﬁf . . i
& "( F L:' LT . /
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One possible shortcoming of tests of school achiévemgnt is their questionable

L]
N 4

\)

’

validity;as measures outside of the white middle-class. This issue is perhaps

[ 2
not critical here, however, as achievement test scores were used to determine

.
» 3

digferences in school achievement only within each of the eight sub-groups of the

sample, .and not to compare members of one sub—group\iifh members of}another, '

“r ‘ ~ ’ A
albeit test scores may gtill partly reflect the extent to which a ¢hild is "into .
_the syséémﬁ (cf. Labov and Robins, 1969). \
N 4 . . » »

- . ~

. 3

Results . ) .

- In each sub-group it happened that there were one or two variables that could

1

be high of“iow and make no differené% to children's achievement when in combina-

tion with the other variables. ghch variables were therefore labeled "null" and

~

pattern-types were collapsed. Since a different variable (or variables) tended to

-

be "null" in each sub—greup,‘fesulting pattern-types in each tended to be nade up

{ v ~ ~

. ’ ’
of a different three or four.of the variables. While making comparison across
sub-groups less than elegant, this revolving three- or four-variable typology did

reduce the number of pattern-types from 29=32 to 2%=16 or,23=8{ thus increasinghthe

¢ .
"

N potentially ,associated with each patterh—type. ] - N . ¢
4 - ' /
Although {t meant awkward analysis, the possible "ecological validity" of’
. >

this finding ﬁhould be emphasized It suggests that+one influence of suh—group

‘

context is to constrain child-rearing such that only certaip variables in comL "o
1 - 3 \
bination with each other are important for children's achievement in each context, h{
a P . - M y ~

* other varlables being simply "noise.T This resylt, somewhat analogous td finding
that certainhxariables have not entered a multiple regression equation, in fact
tends to.support the primary hypothesis. However, it was not anticipated that .
pattern-types would be "différent" in different groupings by virtue of being composed

b4

of different %ariables, but rather of different patterns among the same variables.

) . . .\
\

. . T | . 14 .
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Table 3 is a’ summary table that presents, of the nymerous maternal child-

rearing pattern—types in eaCH sub—group, onli!those associated‘with mean children s

achievement scores far.enOugh above the average of the rest of the sub-group -
. . Al .

yield p < .10 by t-test. These scores are expressed in number of stanines above

"

each sub-group average. .

[N

The pattern—types presented in Table-3 are arranged such that the first: -

three vaEiahles (Positive Interaction,\Pnnitivehe$svand Non-Physical Discipline)

represent the more general dimension "Warmth v$ Hostilffy" and the last two

I3

(Monitoring and Verbal Restrictiveness) represent '"Restrictiveness.'

@
’ . S ’ N 5
"

[y ) [

-

Insett Table 3. about here -
{ - ) , .

’

Inzthe‘text, the pattern-types are referred to in abbreviated form. The
" first ‘one in Table 3, for example, becomes: HLNLH. ' .
: N L T

.

The Urban Minority Hypothesis

”

~

The pPattern-type assoclated with the highest level of achievement for black
: ; i ;
working-class boys Q#AE HLNNH,, p £ .05) does fit the general description "warm and

restrictive'" (High Positive Interaction, High Verbal Restrictiveness), offering

‘some support for the Urban Minority hypothesis.

The maternal éattern-type aseocigted with highest aaggevehent for black *\,

working-class girls -(#5: NLLLN, p < ,10), could best be desgribed as \

"warm and non-EEstrictive, not supportive of the Urban Minority hypothesis but

®
L 4

instéad suggesting the White Middle~Class .strategy. This finding was not signi-
% )’ . ~ .

)

ficant by usual standards, however. N A '
Perhaps the hypothesized Urban Minogitz)strategy 1is assoclated more

with high-achieving sons than daughters in an urban minority group situation.

&
v

-
«

4 . - ~
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This interpretation may be somewhat{strengthened by the unexpected finding that

another "warm and restrict%ve" pattern;type (#1: HLNLH, p {.10) was assoclated
wit? the highest achievément for black middle-class boys as well. This finding
" was not highly significant, however. | .

Other pattern-types that could also be termed.variants of the(hrban Minority
strategf‘were among pattern-types'asSociated with high achievement for blacy
middle~class girls and white middle-class girls. For white middle-class girls, .
for example, sﬁch a pattern-type (#9: HNLHH, p <l.0§5) Qas one of two relateq to

high scholastic achievement at p £ .05 or less. 1In this case both Monitoring

and Verbal Restricdtiveness were high, indicating that a "warm and highly

restrictive” strategy may be one way to ralse a high-achieving daughter within

N

the urban white middlefclass. ¢

* Among black middle-class girls, another variant of the hypothesized "warm

? and restrictive" Urban Minority dtrategy (#3: HNLHL, p < .0l) was one of two
5 maternal pattern-types associated with high children's achievement.

There was a tendency, then, for the hypothesii%d Urban Minority strategy
to appear more, ameng blacks than whites in association with high achievement.

) [

.

The White Middle-Class Hypothesis

- Among white middle-class mothers of boys the most frequently occurring Ly

&

pattern-type significantly associated with high achievement (#8: HLLLN, p < ".005)

.

fits the general description "warm and non-restrictive,' supporting the White

‘ Midd}e-Class Hypothe%is. -

Y

- ' ®

Among white middle~class mothers of girls, the most frequently occurring

pattern-type associated with high échievementt(#lO: HNLLL, p < .Q005) was also a

N
-

. form of "warm and nop-restrictive" cﬂifd-rearing strategy.




Ty

",Class" pattern-type was not the only apparently successful one, nor was the white )
: y ] > W)

< ! —
some type, of "warm and non-restrictive" strategy did not show any tendency -to
L ! ’ .

. restrictive" pattern-type (#1: HLLNL, P <,.10)- was;phe only one tending to be

» non—restrictive" (#13 NLLLL, p ( .10) was one of two tending to relate to high

however, that, even though this "White Middle-Class" pattern was barely exhibited
- - . v . \

I .

Logan
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el + " N '

Ih both of the white middle-class sub-groups, however, a "White-Middle=

3

middle-class the only blace where this type.of strategy tended to dppear in
association with}high achievement. Pattérn—-types fitting the same general de-
scription also occurred inymothers of both sexes in the white working-class, and

among mothers -of girls in the black middle— and»working,classes, the latter
RN -

instance>having already been describeﬁ. In fact, the only sub=-groups in whigh

relate to children's high achievement were black middle- and working-class bo&s,
the two groﬁps where Urban Minority pattern—types appeared.

-

Among white working—class mothers of boys, fer eﬁample, a '"warm and non-

assoclated with high achievement. This was not & highly significant relation—

ship, however.

For white working-class girls, a pattern-type that also appears "warm and

?

achievement, but again was not highly significant. . \ . '
Among mothers of black middle-class girls, -a variant of the "White Middle—

. » %

Class" pattern (#2: HNLLL, p 4..05) was one of two achievement-related patgern—4,

types. While exhibited by only two of 92 mothers in the sub-group,lit was assdbiated

with a mean achievement \Eore 2.54 stanines above Eaaﬂhsub-group s average. This

fact, plus an extremelgvgmall variance (0 32) ba&yeen the two individual scoies, ’

made that difference significant at the p £ .05 level Chance“factors still

cannot be ruled out with such‘a small N, of courge. Thig finding does ?uggest, e

in this sub—grdupy it might prove adaptive 1if it were more frequently used.
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, . \ . . .
The most highly significant findings for the hypothesizedtyhite middle~-class

v . .
patterns did occur irf .the white middle-class groupings, thus supporting the second

f “

"+ . specific hypothesis. ); N - R . . y

e i \

. LT ‘ /
\\ ' . Other Findings °~ - . ] . . g .

-~
Some of the other apparently successful patteré—types;might represent additional

)types of maternal child—rearing that have previously been described in the

-

litegature. ~

Pattern—type #6«4HHLLN, p< .05) for white middle-class boys was the only

one tending to be associated with high achievement ¥n any sub—group in vhich both

.- ~ -
high Punitiveness and hiéh Positive Interaction odcurred together, thus disallowing

the characterization "warm." This strategy, while appearing successful, may

s : > .
Q Yy . . : h
S B

é%”constitute a type of emotional "double-bind" in which a child is both indulged and

coerced into doipg well. “Bhe is tempted to speculate that such a strategy would
¥ e
be rarely used because it prodqces higﬁlv achieving but neurotic children

Another pattern—type associat®ed with high achievement in this_sub—group .
- .

'

(#7: HLHHN, p ¢ .05) is the only apparently successful onme in the whole sample in

. ~
- *wﬁ{ih high Non-Physical Discipline and high Positive Intef%ction“occur together.

This, together with high Monitoring, suggests mode;ate "strictness;" indicating

that this pattern-type might represent the "authoritagiée" child-rearing style
\ - Yoo .
\'that has heen described by others as associated with aéhieving tendencies (Bing,
l 3; Baumrind, 1966) N . ‘
3

~

The one remaining pattern—type i)'f'ble 3 represents perhaps the most sur- ///

1
_prising finding of all. Although one form of a "Whith Middle-Class" pattern was

L)

weakly associated'hith high achievementlfor white &orking—class girls, another ° 7

n pattern-type was associated with an ev%? higher level of achievement for this R

, . ' . ’
B ) 4 .
)
Y P
. : 4 . .
.
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sub-group (#12: NHHHL, p < .01). This pattern-type, the only "successful"
one in which high Punitiveness, Non-Physical Discipline, and Monitoring all
\ .

_occur together, suggests that one way for a white working-class mother to

J
\,. ratse a high-achieving daughter is to use exclusively coercive and controlling

k"authoritarian")'hethods. aThis finding recalls éhose by Crandall et al

»

(1964), Drews and Teahan (1957), Stewart (1950), and others who variously

-

t
reported that ' authoritarian,, Frejectant," or "punitive" maternal child- ’

~

rearing practices wexe associated wigh high achievement in ghildren. Cranitll

et al found this fds giris, but not for boys, JUSt as in the’ present study.
One might specula e that a cultural preference for this pattern of child—
rearing has bEen,tapped in this largely Roman Catholic,’ second- and third-

generation European urban working-class groﬁp:
"

. . M -

- . Discussion

: \ ' " : Lo

. This study has found partial support for two.specific hypotheses, The =~ -

* two hypothesiged types of child-rearing strategies, while not appearing pre-

cisely‘hs predi ted, did tend‘to}appear in,nearly‘complementary'distributioﬂ ¢

s » * ¢
in their predicted.groups. The Urban Minority hypothesis received' some support

“in the case ‘of high—achieving black working-class boys. There was also a weak
suggestion that an Urban Minority pattern 1is most successful for black’fiﬁﬁ%§

class boys. It’is interestigg to noté that, for both of these groups, mothers

of high scholastic.achievers Weree high on the more "restrictive of-the contrql-
type variables (Verbal Restrictiyeness) The fact that this éinding appgies to -
s0ns more :han oapghters, ‘and that apparently the restricting of activities

rather than simply monitoring them is involved, suggests that mothers may have

4 ¢

‘ Y
. to make a greater effort to keep their sons from having anti-achcol—achievement

"
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__experiences than their daughters, perﬁ;ps because boys are more likely to :

-

. spend time "on the street' than girls are if they are not actively restricted

* $

(Labov and Robins, 1969). - & ) .

~N
] .1

The Eﬁggestion that the hypothesized Urban Minorify strateéy works @

-

better for boys than girls is also interesting in the light of fhe anecdotes

and sons-and-mothers humor createll by some urban minority groups stressing—the
) ~ . ' 'W' LY ‘ A s

\ ’ . ° N . \
strong role played by mothers in the success of their sons (Blau, 19663} —_

Greenburg; 1964). ’ | . .

-
’

rd

“The findings also sufgest that one way to raise a high-achieving child
N . « =

\ .

of either sex in the whité midﬁle—ciass is to be, as predictéd, in some fashion

X .
"warm and .non-restrictive." However, pattern—types that also fif such a
. ¢ : 2

general . characterization, although differing in épecifics, tended to be associ-

ated with high children's achievement in other settings, suggesting that the

adaptiveness of such a strategy may not.be 1imited to the white middle-class.

However, in* none of these other groups were the relationships of as high-a level |
! . \ - |
. ) D .

of significance as they were in the White mid8le-class, (p € .005 and p < .0005).
H

-

In fact, in only gne other group (black middle-class girls, #2) did the p-level
9 % - - ~

reach ..05, and that.case was-questionable for other reasons,, as already indicaﬁpd.

: . !/
Similarly, still other pattern—types, which do rot fif the "White Middle-Class"

‘7. ‘ )

characterization, were also associated with high achievement in both middle-tlass . '
. ° : ¥ . — i

groups. There may be, therefore, more than‘onej%ay to raise a high-achieving ” .

- . I e
child in the white middle-~class, some belng quite different QF?S the hypothesized /

tyie of strategy. S . ///' )

A

In two sub-groups, white middle-class girls add black middle-class girls,

4
both general categories of patterp-types appeared in associati6;/;}kh tendencigs

. +

toward high achievement, underscoring the fact tygt two or even three quite . N

. . * Lo
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'rearing styles in some sub-groups than in others.

highzaghievemént wiﬁhin settings, and that these findings were quite different

o : . ' /
. t. - hd - ) ) ‘ ’ ) ”
Logan . . : i
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different pattern~types tended to be associated wdth high achievement in some

sub-groupsl This finding suggests that® the strength of environmental constraints

»
.

on how. one may raise a‘h&gh—achieving child may vary from sub-group té sub=groqp,

N

sEringeht conditions in some determine that only one strategy is adaptive, while .

~ .

circumgtfnces in others provide more 1ee§ay for the raising of high ad@ievers.

. » : . .. . >
Also, it maybe easier for parents to know and 'choose the most adaptive child-

~

. : . » k
N Many further observations, too many for a brief paper, could be made?” For

[4 y ¥

an example, among all of the"Hiffergnt pattern—types in Eﬁb{g 2, while one or
- L N

two might be considered "hostile and restrictive" (cf. white working-class girls),

» 4

no pattern—type that could be iabeleq "hostile and non-restrictive" showed a

' . A ¢ .
tendency to be associated with high achievement, suggesting that thea lowest’

common denominator of. achievement sofialization is simple .involvement, a nhostile

@ .
A

and non-restrictive" pattérn representing the most\non-i@volved type of child~

N
”

rearing.

1

v

Althdugh4pattern—types were classified inti mare general categories for

- . LY

purposes of discussion, the specific "successful" patternstypes were virtually

always different from grouping to gfouping;'thhs-supportihg tﬁe general hypothesis

»

and demori§trating the influence of contextual variables (class;, culture, and sex)

in their various.combinatiéns on the relafionshib 'of cﬁild-rearing to achievement.

Thu%,.diffqrent "styles" of child-rearing may brqduge the "same" result in

1

different contéxts, Syggesting that disparate findings among previous narrow-
sample studies may be due to each h§ving tgppeﬁ a diffegeﬁt one or twétof thesé

i - >
diverse g}yles. The fact that quite different patterp-types showed relations to

. . . - w \> ?
from what would have been predicted from my (nqn-regp;tgd) zero-order findingsjésgu
o . ) TN )
R . >

231. 1'%

i ¢ 3 )

{
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indicates the presence of dnteractions among the child-rearing variables such

ex -

=,

that the effect of one, variable does depend on the levels of- other variables.'

The findings from this study must of course be cOnsidered suggestive, as

they are subject to the many qualifications that affect survey interview data

_and the method of analysis used. For instance,, it &an only be an assumption
e ~ T, d .
that the child-rearing pattern-types. were antecedent to and not a consequence
~ . . L 4

. of children's achievement levels. . Further, ‘as Yarrow (1964) has demonstrated,

? P ' e
mo thers' retrospective accounts of thelr child—rearing may be inﬁluenced by
- ]

social desirability or by assim&lation to an ideal form,‘and may not be entirely
s i valid. On a related point, it cannot e determined with certainty that the .

mather's responses, and hence’ the pattern types, reflect their actual practices

*a - °

and not their attitudes and beliefs. However, the paftern—types may still tell

something about what "kinds of mothers" have high—achiev1ng children even 1if

‘the level of reality tapped by the pattern—types cannot be determined precisely.

-
\

The analysis of choice in this type of\study might ordinarily have been a

multivariate analysis of variance, which would have produced measures of signi-
= .3 , . ’ ;/
ficance of all of the 2-way, '3-way . . . 8—way interactions among the five

S, ©

child—rearing variables and class, culture and sex. ﬁesides being extraordinarily

< ’

. complex, however, this procedure proved impossible, as many combinations of
B - O ’
- Variables yielded empty cells. _Thus the admittedly less sophisticated and less . L

%

informative t-test technique was used. ‘™
]

The use of a t-fest analysis raises the question wfet)er the number of

>

r .
"significant tests could have occurred by chance.*% In fact, the number found

-
¢

- here could have occurred by chance between five and ten percent of -the time.

¢

? On th*s basis, someymight feel that random factdrs canmpot be ruled out. How- °

~— ever, these findings were not fished from a matrix and interpreted post-hoc
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but were soﬁght on the basis of guiding hypotheses td wiich they do seem to
v

-

cénform, and in addition the findings seem plausible on the face of it, and

thiey also seem to relate meaningfully to the findings of other researchers.

. ,\/
e o -

, s, The results of this study suggest that. {f systematic account were taken

I

"of the differing contexts in-which child-rearing occurs, and that if the influence

of the totél constellation of child-rearing variables acting together were

_\-; . A’ e - 'I
accounted for, future regearchers using yet more rigorous methods might be
. \ - L . v .

-
able further to systematize our knowledge of how maternal child-rearing relates
ta children's achievement. g —
12
.~ 1Y
~
~ @
& <
’ ¢
. -
N “ ‘ o >
hi-)
_ ‘ : c o,
j« . .
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K - 2The 14rger number of middle-class subjects was intended to allow

““*-other project researchers to compare the child-rearing of recently arrived

‘ . and established middle-class families. ;e
L 3rorm ‘ ' :
. . Formula: \ ; . )
' Standard Score = Ach. Test Score - National Norm. Mean
C . Nattonal Norm S. D.
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Sample Distribution by
Culture, Class and Sex

;
- i Sex of Child
Culture | -0

, and Class - Boys Girls .

Blacks

[+

' ‘Middle~Class © 91 ) 104
Working-Class!| 178 206

o e

| Whites
Middle-Class = 169
-+ Working-Class” 7

{

»
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TABLE 2

. I. II.
Punitive- Monitor-
ness ing
\ - e
Early Spanking -85 400
Severity of
" Toilet Training -6l .03
Late Spanking -. 54 .12
Punishment for -43 0 .25
Poor Grades : .
Affectionatengss 42, .20
ToieranCé .L "OH'_Q_
Control of Peer -e25 .58
Interactions
Empathy - .08 «55
Knowledge of Peer .30 54
Interactions
Regulation, via -.11 «53
Rules
*  Openmindedness .06 \-.22
Disagreemeﬁt res -.02 -.04
,Ma@urity , :
" “Deprivation of -.16 .09
Privileges
Critiﬂism - é5 iadt ] 05
Withdrawal of -.00 -0k,
Love
" .- Cognitive - 14 12
: .Stimulation '
. Warmth 24, =16
. Ta¥ing Child . -.00  -.00
: Visiting - : .
o Reﬂtriqtions on .09 .08
v Phy‘a\i.o Mobi],it\y : ‘
.. Verbal Discipline O 09
¥ QO - ’ ) .
L RIC of Matrix Variance 10. 0 © 8.5

S

A}

Loadings of Twehty'Variables ong
'Five Principal Components (Varimax Rotation)

Iv.

)

III. , V.
Non-Physi- Positive Verbal
cal Discil- Inter- Restric-

“pline action tiveness

\"012 --03 11

:07 -002 .OLI-
-.2h .10 .00

/l

_-.'_‘i-_._?._ .OLI-, “cll

007 "clg -.Ol

018 "'022 006
-.08 -.02 .08

016 -.13 001

003 ':'027 "'022

P
-'chl' 008 01L|'
-.22' -.2§____ "'017/
“'céi’ -007 -016
-.53 -.1h4 .26
:ci]; 006 l "002
"05'_6_ 021 013
.]:6 K -'.él- "015
! \

003 \ ""0/_6_2_ clu
-.OLI- f ‘:cﬁ ,007 |
1005. -.10 . 'Z.z
"'c_’t_é' 009 - ci‘g
9.2 7.7

5,8 (To€a1
"l

24.

Commu-
#
nali-
t1les

45

42
37

ol

30

5

40

"33

«28 .

48

“ol9

;29'
.63

.50‘t
Y
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- t.  TABLE,S

' Child-Rearing Pattern~Types Associated with ,
High Achievement in Each Sub=-Group (p( 16 orlﬁss)

Pattern-types \
Pos. Puni- Non-P. Moni- V.4Re- Mean? '

Inter- tivee~ Disci- tor- strict- Ach. N t £
Groups action ness pline ing 1iveness Score -
Black Middle- S
Class Boyg . H- L Null L H - 1l.31 6 1.89 (1)
(N=83)- | X ‘
Black Middle= H  Null L , L L 2.5 2 10.48%  (2)
Class Girls " - \
- (N=92) H Null L . H L 1,02 11 2.78** (3)
Black Working- : C
Class Boys H L Null ~Null H 1.08 12 2.05 (&)
(N=171) :
. - /
« Blagk Working- ’ : .
Clags Girls  Naull L L L Null  1.10 . 8 1.76 (5)
(N#198) | :
; o H ' H L L Nulls 2.25 -4 2.58% - (6)
White Middle- ) * .
Class Boys H L H _VH Null 1.20 5 2.67 (7)
(N=l61¥ : ; I :
L - L L Null 0.90 3L 3.11° (8) .
White Middle~, H Null L H H  -1.00 10 - 2.26*  (9)
‘Class Girls : _ , ’ . . . e
(N=202) H Null L L L 0.98 31 4.36*%** (10) :
i White Working- - R
Class Boys‘s H - L L Null L 1.58 & 1.96 . (ll)‘
. (N=73) fgsk } ‘ \
..“*E” . » } . .
te Working- Null H H H L 1.29 & S.bbsx (12)
Class Girls . : ’ , i - .
((Na75) Null 1 L. L L 0.9k 5 1.90 (13)
anean children’s achievenent sé%re associated with each pattern-type,
expressed as number of stanines above'each sub-group'’s average .score.
Sybugroup totals, slightly smal}er than in Table 1 due to missing data.
o * <05 o
" T r **,p<01 * .
' L %Kk ;,P< 005 - ‘




